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THE REPLY FILED 27 October 2003 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 
Therefore, further action by the applicant is required to avoid abandonment of this application. A proper reply to a 
final rejection under 37 CFR 1 .113 may only be either: (1) a timely filed amendment which places the application in 
condition for allowance; (2) a timely filed Notice of Appeal (with appeal fee); or (3) a timely filed Request for Continued 
Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .114. 

PERIOD FOR REPLY [check either a) or b)] 


:d patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 9 

3 A Notice of Appeal was filed on 26 November 2003 . Appellant's Brief must be fi 
37 CFR 1.192(a), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.191(d)), to avoid dismiss 

2. D The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) □ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) □ they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying tl 

issues for appeal; and/or 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: . 

3. D Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 

4. D Newly proposed or amended claim(s) would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendmen 

canceling the non-allowable claimfs). 

5. M The a)D affidavit, b)D exhibit, or c)M request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the 
application in condition for allowance because: See Page 2. . 

6. D The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newly 

raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 

7. Q For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) a)D will not be entered or b)D will be entered and an 
explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 
The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: . 

Claim(s) objected to: . 

Claim(s) rejected: . 

Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: . 

8. D The drawing correction filed on is a)D approved or b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

9. D Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s). . 

10. D Other: 
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and have little probative value. It is first noted that in the fourth 
paragraph on Page 2 of the Response, Applicant refers to "the 
capacitor directly coupled across the drains ..." , it is believed that 
Applicant had intended "the comparator directly coupled across the 
drains of said first FET and the second FET" . Essentially Applicant 
alleges that it would not have been obvious to eliminate the diode and 
low pass filter from the embodiment of Szepesi, since doing so would 
change the operation of the circuit of Szepesi. No other supporting 
statements have been offered. There is no discussion as to whether 
not having the diode and low pass filter is critical to Applicant's 
invention. It is noted that dependent Claim 12 even adds the 
comparator has "filtering out of any transient current spikes through 
said first FET" . The present Examiner has given full faith and credit 
to the previous Examiner's work and is in agreement with the position 
taken in the Final Rejection of 9/10/03. The previous Examiner had 
cited In re Karlson, 136 USPQ 184 wherein it has been held that 

remaining elements perform the same functions as before involves only 
routine skill in the art. In the instant case, deletion of a diode 
used for "decoupling" and deletion of a low pass filter (LPF) used for 
filtering out of any transient current spikes would not have affected 
the overall intended function of the circuit combination. One of 
ordinary skill would have realized that the loss of a forward diode 



